Interview Summary 


Application No. 

09/833,342 


Applicant(s) 

CRAFT ET AL. 


Examiner 

Ponnoreay Rich 


Art Unit 

2135 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



( 1 ) Ponnoreay Pich . (3) 

(2) Les Wilson . (4): . 

Date of Interview: 8/21/07 & 8/23/07 . 

Type: a)S Telephonic b)n Video Conference 

c)n Personal [copy given to: !)□ applicant 2)0 applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)Q Yes e)^ No. 
If Yes, brief description: _. 

Claim(s) discussed: independent claims . 

Identification of prior art discussed: n^. 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)n was reached. g)K was not reached. h)\3 N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 





Examiner's signature, if required 



U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 
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Inten^iew Summary 



Paper No. 20070830 



Summary of Record of Interview Requirements 

application whether or not an agreement with the examiner was reached at the inten/iew. 

Title 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 

37 CFR ^1 .2 Business to be transacted in writing. tho Patpnt and 

Iny altegedo!^! promise, stipulaiion, or understanding in relation to which there ,s disagreement or doubt. 

The action of the Patent and Trademark Office cannot be based exclusively on the written record in the Office if that record is itself 
incomplete through the failure to record the substance of '"'erviews^ substance of an interview of record in the application file, unless 

thee.ami^J^:dS^oTr:s^^^^^^^^^^^ 

.hich Pom, for each interview held w^^^^^^^^ 

interview by checking the appropriate boxes and filling in the bl-ks^^Discus^^^^^^^ ^^^J^^^ 

requirements for which interview recordation is -^^rT^'^'^^'Xe^^ ^e rclSled rom recordation procedures below. Where the 

out typographical errors or unreadable script in Office ^^^.e hke are exci^^^^^^ Summary Record is required, 

substance of an interview is completely recorded in an Examiners Amendr^^ ^ ^^^^^^ 

The Interview Summary Form shall be given an appropriate Paper No. placed m tne ['9™ ^ , ^ ^ey or agent) at the 
"Contents ' section of the file wrapper. In a personal '"•^^i^^^^^SS'cel.^ter^^^^^ rJailed't o fh^ ap£nfs'correspondence address 

conclusion of the Interview. In the case of a likely before an allowance or if other 

SS^nL^^^^^^^^ 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information: 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Nunnber) 
~ Name of applicant 

' - Name of examiner 

- Date of interview 

- Tvoe of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participant(s) (applicant. attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel, etc.) 
_ An indication whether or not an exhibit was shown or a demonstration conducted 

_ An identification of the specific prior art discussed npnpral nature of the agreement (may be by 

substance of the interview. 

A complete and proper recordation of the substance of any interview should inc^de at least the following applicable items: 
V) A brief description of the nature of any exhibit shown or any demonstration conducted, 
2) an identification of the claims discussed. 

5! Tn SSSZ o! ^S^S^X^^^e.^ Of a substantive nature discussed, unless these are already described on the 

Interview Summary Form completed by the Examiner, pyaminer 

'~ .Sse a,g»™nls which he or sh= feels were ot mfi be p«si,»..e to Ihe oxam.o.,.) 

the examiner. 

Examiners are expected to carefully review the applicant's record of the substance of an inten,iew. If the record is not complete and 
accurate, theTxa^ner w'gTelhe applican.'an extendable one month time period to correct the record. 



Examiner to Check for Accuracy 



paper recording the substance of the interview along with the date and the examiners .n.iia.s. 
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Continuation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 09/833,342 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Wilson had previously requested that upon updating the search, 
if the examiner did not think the case was in a condition for allowance, the examiner look through the specification and 
see if there are any limitations that could be incorporated into the independent claims to place the case in condition for 
allowance. The examiner updated his search and believed that there were references found which would render the 
amended claims obvious, thus as requested, the examiner found a limitation in the specification that would probably 
place the case in condition for allowance. The examiner called Mr. Wilson on 8/21/07 and explained the situation as 
requested. The examiner stated that he had done a search in the patent databases but did not want to update the 
search using NPL databases until the examiner had a firm commitment from the applicant that they were willing to 
make the recommended amendments. The examiner also explained that he had discussed the case with a primary 
examiner with regards to the recommended limitation. Mr. Wilson said he needed to talk to the client about the 
recommendation. On 8/23/07, Mr. Wilson called back and said that the client thought the recommended limitation 
would narrow the claims too much and would like to get a non-final office action issued for the claims as is. 



